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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -4 and 6-1 9 are presented for further examination. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed on 1/19/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive for the following reasons set forth below in this office action. 

The applicant has argued, on pages 8-9, that LaLonde does not disclose or 
suggest the first two limitations of claim 1 and then follows this by the applicants 
characterization of LaLonde. The Examiner disagrees and the Applicant's attention is 
once again addressed to the Office Action mailed on 10/19/2005 in which both these 
limitations were cited as being disclosed by LaLonde as there appears to be ample 
clarification as to how these features are interpreted in light of the prior art of record. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., "a mechanism for changing the manufacturing instructions without a need to halt 
the operation of an assembly line.") are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although 
the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification 
are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 USPQ2d 1057 
(Fed. Cir. 1993). 

The Applicant then goes to characterize Sakamoto, Hirota and the Examiners 
holding of Official Notice and says that since these disclosures do not remedy the 
deficiency of LaLonde, the 102(e) rejection of claim 1 should be withdrawn. The 
rejection will not be withdrawn since the Examiner does not concur with the applicant 
about the supposed deficiency of LaLonde. 

The rest of the applicant's Remarks merely equate to reiterating over and over 
again the fact that the applicant does not agree with the Examiner and the rejections of 
all of the other claims should be removed for at least the same rational as claim 1. 
Therefore, since the Examiner does not agree with the applicant with regards to claim 1, 
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it stands to reason that the same rational of disagreement is equally applied to all the 
other claims. 

Therefore, since the applicant has not amended the claims to read around the 
applied art of record, and since the applicant arguments were not found to be 
persuasive for the reasons already mentioned above, this action is being made FINAL 
and the previous grounds of rejection(s) are reiterated herein for the applicant 
convenience. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 (maintained) 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1, 7-9 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
LaLonde et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,240,328. 

As per claims 1 and 7, LaLonde et al. teaches a computer-implemented method 
for displaying a changed manufacturing instruction comprising the steps of: 

establishing a desired fluid change associated with a manufacturing 
characteristic (e.g. interpreted to the be the functional equivalent of changing any, 
meaning possibly more than one, manufacturing characteristic of any, meaning possibly 
more than one, product; Abstract; Figure 1; C2 L31-42; C2 L53-61); 

enabling a change in a manufacturing instruction in response to the desired fluid 
change (e.g. interpreted to be the functional equivalent of the "establishing" step, from 
above, since this limitation appears to essentially be claiming the same features, that is 
to determine and implement a change in a manufacturing characteristic with regards to 



Application/Control Number: 10/628,155 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2121 

a manufacturing component of any product; Abstract; Figure 1; C2 L31-42; C2 L53-61); 
and 

displaying the changed manufacturing instruction associated with a 
manufacturing component on a display screen associated with a first manufacturing 
workstation (e.g. Interpreted to correspond to displaying the "established" and "enabled" 
changed instruction on any workstation which is associated with the manufacturing 
process; C2 L53-61; Figure 1). 

As per claim 8, LaLonde et al. teaches pulling changed instructions from a 
repository (e.g. Figure 2 element 20). 

As per claim 9, the rejection of claim 1 is applied equally herein. 

Furthermore, LaLonde et al. further teaches a time-based event being 
responsible for the displaying of a changed manufacturing instruction (e.g. "in response 
to a unique configuration being ordered"; C9 L15-20", wherein the actual order would be 
a "time based event" which would be responsible for the displaying of a changed 
manufacturing instruction. 

As per claim 12, the rejection of claim 1 is applied equally herein. 
Furthermore, LaLonde et al. further teaches a computer controller and a plurality 
of workstations with respective displays (e.g. Figure 1). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 (maintained) 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. Claims 2, 6 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over LaLonde et al. v as applied to claim 1 above, in view of Official Notice. 

As per claim 2, LaLonde does not specifically teach stopping a manufacturing 
line if a changed manufacturing instruction is not performed. However, Official Notice is 
taken with respect to this feature. That is, since it is blatantly obvious, from a 
manufacturing standpoint, that if a desired manufacturing change is not actually 
performed, then the product being manufactured will not be the product that is desired. 
Therefore, it stands to reason that in order to avoid the manufacturing line from 
continuously performing manufacturing operations that are no longer desired, the 
movement of products along the manufacturing line, or the actual manufacturing line 
itself, would obviously be suspended so as to avoid producing the wrong product, and 
this would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made. 

As per claim 6, LaLonde does not specifically teach ordering components in 
response to the changed manufacturing instruction. However, Official Notice is taken 
with regards to such feature. That is, since it would be impossible for the dynamic 
assembly line to implement the instructions if the parts (i.e. components) were not 
available, it stands to reason that the parts would either be immediately available or 
they would not be. If the parts were not available, wouldn't they need to be ordered 
first? This seems obvious enough and reads on the "ordering" feature of this claim. 
However, in addition, it also seems obvious to re-order parts which are currently being 
utilized, and therefore a feature wherein a reordering step occurs is yet another feature 
that the Examiner would hold Official Notice over since obviously you would not want to 
run out parts (i.e. components) and therefore a manufacturer would need to order 
replacement parts since current supply levels are limited by nature. It is both these 
concepts that the Examiner takes Official Notice, that is, ordering parts after a change 
and reordering parts which are being used during actual production, both being well 
known features in the generic art of manufacturing control systems and both of which 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made. 

As per claim 19, Official Notice is taken with respect to a feature, used in 
manufacturing, wherein an old part (i.e. component) is used up before utilizing a new 
part (i.e. component) during manufacturing of a product. This is a well known method for 
optimizing the use of available resources, since it produces less waste than by simply 
switching from one part to another by exhausting the supply of the old parts before 
using new ones, and this well known methodology would have been obvious at the time 
the invention was made in order to optimize the manufacturing of the desired products. 

7. Claims 3 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
LaLonde et al., in view of Sakamoto et al. v U.S. Patent No. 5,341,304. 

As per claim 18, the rejection of claims 1, 9 and 12 are applied equally herein. 

Furthermore, as per claims 3 and 18, LaLonde does not specifically teach 
changing the instruction, for a second workstation, on a second display if the change is 
not performed by a first workstation. 

Sakamoto teaches this feature for use in an assembly line (e.g. See claim 8). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have incorporated the teachings of Sakamoto into the system 
disclosed by LaLonde for the purpose of making sure that products are produced in 
accordance with the necessary changes, thereby producing a more reliable and efficient 
assembly of a manufactured product, and this would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made. 

8. Claims 4, 10-11 and 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over LaLonde et al., in view of Hirota, U.S. Patent No. 6,477,437. 

As per claims 4, 10 and 1 1 , LaLonde et al. does not specifically teach 
highlighting a location of a component associated with a changed manufacturing 
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instruction (claim 4), emphasizing the changed manufacturing instruction in response to 
an event (claim 10) nor stopping the emphasis in response to a second event (claim 
11). 

Furthermore, as per claim 13, and as best understood, LaLonde et al. does not 
specifically teach a time-based event being a predetermined time. What does time 
based event mean specifically? Are not all events time based? Essentially, claim 13 
appears to equate to "the event is a time determined in advance". This claim has been 
interpreted to add a feature to claim 1 wherein the displaying of the changed 
manufacturing instruction, on the workstation display, occurs in response to a time 
based event, the time based event being representative of a time, the time being 
determined in advance. This feature is not specifically taught by LaLonde et al. 

Furthermore, as per claims 14-17, LaLonde et al does not specifically teach 
identifying an operator and displaying the changed manufacturing instruction in 
response to the operator identification (claim 14), identifying a characteristics of the 
operator (claim 15), displaying the changed manufacturing instruction in response to the 
identified operator characteristic (claim 16) nor the operator characteristics being 
whether the operator is new to the workstation or whether the operator needs help 
(claim 17). 

Hirota teaches all of the aforementioned features which LaLonde lacks. That is, 
Hirota teaches highlighting a location of a component associated with a changed 
manufacturing instruction (claim 4)(e.g. C16 L32-39), emphasizing the changed 
manufacturing instruction in response to an event (claim 10)(e.g. C16 L32-39), stopping 
the emphasis in response to a second event (claim 1 1)(e.g. completion of a step; C18 
L56-60), displaying of the changed manufacturing instruction, on the workstation 
display, occurs in response to a time based event, the time based event being 
representative of a time, the time being determined in advance (claim 13)(e.g. C22 L9- 
16), identifying an operator and displaying the changed manufacturing instruction in 
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response to the operator identification (claim 14)(e.g. C22 L9-53 and C24 L47-58), 
identifying a characteristics of the operator (claim 15)( e.g. C22 L9-53 and C24 L47-58), 
displaying the changed manufacturing instruction in response to the identified operator 
characteristic (claim 16) (e.g. C22 L9-53 and C24 L47-58) and the operator 
characteristics being whether the operator is new to the workstation or whether the 
operator needs help (claim 17)( e.g. C22 L9-53 and C24 L47-58). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the 
teachings of Hirota into the system disclosed by LaLonde for the purpose of providing 
an assembly line control system which can interactively communicate with an operator 
so that the instructions, for each step in the manufacturing process, can be displayed 
and demonstrated and so that system can provide interactive help or aid to the 
operator, based on the needs or characteristics of the operator, in order to form a more 
efficient means of displaying changed manufacturing instructions to an assembly line 
operator, in order to aid the individual worker and to monitor the individual workers 
proficiency, and this would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ronald D. Hartman Jr. whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-3684. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri., 1 1:00 - 8:30 pm, 
EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Anthony Knight can be reached on (571) 272-3687. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Ronald D Hartman Jr. 



Patent Examiner 
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March 22, 2006 



Anthony Knight 
supervisory Patent Examiner 
Group 3600 



